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providing	know- how 88% 86% 59% 57% 58% 64%
providing	funding 71% 86% 54% 19% 42% 54%
providing	human	resources 65% 14% 37% 57% 42% 43%
providing	in- kind	support 35% 29% 28% 43% 50% 31%
helping	with	legislative	issues 53% 29% 15% 48% 33% 27%




























































































































































































































































































































































































GAME’s	 core	principles	 is	 access.	 Together	with	our	 thoughts	of	 the	need	 to	have	 various	
offers	for	the	young	people	here	in	Viborg	we	clearly	saw	that	we	share	similar	values.	Our	
challenge	 is	 that	 when	 young	 people	 enter	 their	 teenage	 years	 then	 a	 large	 share	 falls	
outside	of	the	traditional	frame	of	reference	of	what	sports	associations	 in	Denmark	offer.	
They	have	a	different	need,	and	when	GAME	came	to	us,	we	really	thought	they	matched	a	









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































citizens’	satisfaction 2.3 1.5 2.3 2.2 2.8 2.0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	better	accomplish
the	purpose	of	a	service 1.3 1.1 2.0 1.8 2.5 1.8
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	test	new	approaches
in	developing	solutions 1.5 1.7 1.8 0 .9 2.3 1.5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	increase	efficiency
of	a	service 0 .1 0 .9 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.3
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	reduce	costs	of
delivering	a	service - 1.4 - 0 .1 1.1 0 .8 0 .4 0 .3











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1.3 1.5 1.5 1.1 2.1 1.3
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	service	in
a	new	and	innovative	way
1.4 1.2 0 .8 1.4 1.7 1.0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	service	in
cost- efficient	way
0 .2 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.5 0 .9
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	service	in
a	time- efficient	way
- 1.0 0 .3 0 .9 1.0 1.7 0 .5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	better	service
than	private	companies
1.2 0 .2 0 .4 0 .2 1.7 0 .4
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
private	companies	provide
cheaper	service
- 1.5 - 1.8 - 0 .9 - 0 .7 - 1.0 - 1.2








































































2.8 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.2
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
clearly	set	division	of
roles	and	labour
2.0 1.6 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
open-minded	public
administration	staff
2 .3 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
clearly	defined	incentives
1.6 1.3 1.9 1.5 1.9 1.8
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
open	public	administration
structures
1.9 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.0 1.6
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
professionally	managed	CSO
- 0 .1 1.6 1.4 2.1 1.7 1.5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
favourable	law	supporting
collaboration
1.4 0 .3 1.8 2.0 1.6 1.5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
previous	experience	in
cooperation
1.1 1.4 1.3 1.0 1.7 1.2
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
personal	relationships
between	staff	and	CSO
1.3 0 .5 0 .6 1.0 1.5 1.1



































































































































































































































Only	few 	or	 none	 of	the 	objectives	have	 been	achieved
The 	result	 is	rather	m ixed
All	or	most	of	 the	 objectives	have 	been	 achieved



















































































CSOs	 have	 co- designed	 a	 service
CSOs	 are	 implementing 	a	 service
CSOs	 have	 initia ted	 a	service	that	 we 	took	 on	 board












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































collaboration	in	accomplishing	a	project 42% 71% 64% 57% 57% 55%
increase	participation	of	citizens 68% 53% 38% 35% 64% 50%
detect	community's	needs 47% 53% 62% 43% 71% 50%
service	provision 16% 82% 34% 39% 57% 44%
collaboration	in	planning 47% 41% 36% 61% 29% 40%
collaboration	in	monitoring	implementation 42% 47% 36% 17% 57% 36%
improve	general	goals	of	the	institution 21% 47% 15% 43% 43% 30%








































Source: SOLIDUS Online Survey 2017, own calculations, only valid cases, number of cases in parenthesis. Depicted are the centred mean 



























































citizens’	satisfaction 2.3 1.5 2.3 2.2 2.8 2.0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	better	accomplish
the	purpose	of	a	service 1.3 1.1 2.0 1.8 2.5 1.8
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	test	new	approaches
in	developing	solutions 1.5 1.7 1.8 0 .9 2.3 1.5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	increase	efficiency
of	a	service 0 .1 0 .9 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.3
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
to	reduce	costs	of
delivering	a	service - 1.4 - 0 .1 1.1 0 .8 0 .4 0 .3
























CSOs	 have	 co- designed	 a	 service
CSOs	 are	 implementing 	a	 service
CSOs	 have	 initia ted	 a	service	that	 we 	took	 on	 board














































providing	know- how 88% 86% 59% 57% 58% 64%
providing	funding 71% 86% 54% 19% 42% 54%
providing	human	resources 65% 14% 37% 57% 42% 43%
providing	in- kind	support 35% 29% 28% 43% 50% 31%
helping	with	legislative	issues 53% 29% 15% 48% 33% 27%




Source: SOLIDUS Online Survey 2017, own calculations, only valid cases, number of cases in parenthesis. Depicted are the centred mean 























































1.3 1.5 1.5 1.1 2.1 1.3
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	service	in
a	new	and	innovative	way
1.4 1.2 0 .8 1.4 1.7 1.0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	service	in
cost- efficient	way
0 .2 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.5 0 .9
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	service	in
a	time- efficient	way
- 1.0 0 .3 0 .9 1.0 1.7 0 .5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
producing	a	better	service
than	private	companies
1.2 0 .2 0 .4 0 .2 1.7 0 .4
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
private	companies	provide
cheaper	service
- 1.5 - 1.8 - 0 .9 - 0 .7 - 1.0 - 1.2




































Only	few 	or	 none	 of	the 	objectives	have	 been	achieved
The 	result	 is	rather	m ixed
All	or	most	of	 the	 objectives	have 	been	 achieved




































Very	negative Negative Neutral Positive Very	positive





Source: SOLIDUS Online Survey 2017, own calculations, only valid cases, number of cases in parenthesis. Depicted are the centred mean values 


















































2.8 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.2
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
clearly	set	division	of
roles	and	labour
2.0 1.6 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
open-minded	public
administration	staff
2 .3 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.0
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
clearly	defined	incentives
1.6 1.3 1.9 1.5 1.9 1.8
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
open	public	administration
structures
1.9 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.0 1.6
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
professionally	managed	CSO
- 0 .1 1.6 1.4 2.1 1.7 1.5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
favourable	law	supporting
collaboration
1.4 0 .3 1.8 2.0 1.6 1.5
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
previous	experience	in
cooperation
1.1 1.4 1.3 1.0 1.7 1.2
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
personal	relationships
between	staff	and	CSO
1.3 0 .5 0 .6 1.0 1.5 1.1




Source: SOLIDUS Online Survey 2017, own calculations, only valid cases, number of cases in parenthesis. Depicted are the centred mean 























































collaboration	with	CSO 0 .4 0 .8 1.9 0 .4 0 .6 0 .8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
diverging	objectives
0 .0 0 .1 0 .6 0 .9 - 0 .1 0 .2
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
problems	in	communication
0 .4 - 0 .1 0 .3 0 .0 0 .0 - 0 .1
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
unsteady	number	of	
volunteers - 0 .8 - 0 .9 0 .4 - 0 .1 0 .1 - 0 .2
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
lack	of	transparency
in	the	CSO
- 0 .6 - 0 .1 0 .2 0 .3 - 0 .5 - 0 .3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
poorly	trained	staff	 in
CSO	organization
- 0 .9 - 1.0 0 .8 - 0 .4 - 0 .3 - 0 .4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
poorly	trained	staff	 in
public	organisation
- 0 .4 - 0 .9 0 .1 0 .0 - 0 .3 - 0 .5
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
too	little	effort	from
the	CSO
- 0 .9 - 1.2 0 .6 - 0 .2 - 0 .3 - 0 .6
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
interpersonal	conflicts - 0 .6 - 0 .8 - 0 .4 - 1.0 - 1.2 - 1.0






Source: SOLIDUS Online Survey 2017, own calculations, relative frequencies with only valid cases, number of cases in parenthesis. 
	





















































































































































		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Cyprus	 81	 6%	 2	 1%	 2	 1%	 		 2%	 2%	
Denmark	 130	 9%	 14	 9%	 28	 9%	 		 11%	 22%	
Germany	 196	 14%	 12	 8%	 22	 7%	 		 6%	 11%	
Greece	 120	 8%	 15	 9%	 15	 5%	 		 13%	 13%	
Hungary	 118	 8%	 10	 6%	 17	 5%	 		 8%	 14%	
Ireland	 100	 7%	 15	 9%	 15	 5%	 		 15%	 15%	
Norway	 99	 7%	 16	 10%	 22	 7%	 		 16%	 22%	
The	Netherlands	 117	 8%	 7	 4%	 17	 5%	 		 6%	 15%	
Portugal	 94	 7%	 39	 25%	 62	 19%	 		 41%	 66%	
Slovakia	 134	 9%	 18	 11%	 44	 14%	 		 13%	 33%	
Spain	 144	 10%	 8	 5%	 26	 8%	 		 6%	 18%	
United	Kingdom	 100	 7%	 2	 1%	 2	 1%	 		 2%	 2%	
(no	country	information)	 -	 -	 -	 -	 49	 15%	 		 		 		
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Sum	 1433	 100%	 158	 100%	 321	 100%	 		 11%	 22%	













Cyprus	(2)	 0%	 0%	 50%	 50%	 0%	 		 100%	
Denmark	(28)	 4%	 0%	 21%	 21%	 54%	 		 100%	
Germany	(22)	 18%	 9%	 23%	 23%	 27%	 		 100%	
Greece	(15)	 40%	 13%	 20%	 13%	 13%	 		 100%	
Hungary	(17)	 0%	 18%	 0%	 24%	 59%	 		 100%	
Ireland	(15)	 13%	 0%	 20%	 0%	 67%	 		 100%	
Norway	(22)	 18%	 0%	 18%	 36%	 27%	 		 100%	
Portugal	(62)	 2%	 8%	 6%	 61%	 23%	 		 100%	
Slovakia	(44)	 11%	 0%	 20%	 14%	 55%	 		 100%	
Spain	(26)	 19%	 12%	 12%	 19%	 38%	 		 100%	
The	Netherlands	(17)	 41%	 0%	 0%	 35%	 24%	 		 100%	
United	Kingdom	(2)	 50%	 0%	 0%	 50%	 0%	 		 100%	
(no	country	
information)	(49)	 20%	 6%	 8%	 10%	 55%	 		 100%	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Total	(321)	 14%	 6%	 13%	 27%	 40%	 		 100%	
Only	valid	answers	(260)	 18%	 7%	 16%	 33%	 26%	 		 100%	
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	relative	frequencies	with	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	
Table	A.2.3	 Contribution	of	partners	to	collaboration	(all	countries)	

















































































































collaboration	in	accomplishing	a	project	 100%	 42%	 71%	 40%	 46%	 53%	 40%	 45%	 64%	 57%	 57%	 100%	 61%	 55%	
increase	participation	of	citizens	 100%	 68%	 53%	 40%	 31%	 53%	 53%	 90%	 38%	 35%	 64%	 50%	 39%	 50%	
detect	community's	needs	 100%	 47%	 53%	 40%	 23%	 47%	 33%	 50%	 62%	 43%	 71%	 100%	 33%	 50%	
service	provision	 100%	 16%	 82%	 47%	 85%	 73%	 20%	 35%	 34%	 39%	 57%	 50%	 33%	 44%	
collaboration	in	planning	 100%	 47%	 41%	 40%	 31%	 40%	 7%	 50%	 36%	 61%	 29%	 100%	 39%	 40%	
collaboration	in	monitoring	implementation	 100%	 42%	 47%	 27%	 15%	 33%	 20%	 40%	 36%	 17%	 57%	 50%	 50%	 36%	
improve	general	goals	of	the	institution	 100%	 21%	 47%	 33%	 0%	 47%	 13%	 15%	 15%	 43%	 43%	 50%	 61%	 30%	













































































































































































































































to	increase	citizens’	satisfaction	 2.5	 2.3	 1.5	 1.9	 2.2	 1.7	 1.7	 1.5	 2.3	 2.2	 2.8	 3.0	 1.3	 2.0	
to	better	accomplish	the	purpose	of	a	service	 3.0	 1.3	 1.1	 2.0	 2.3	 2.4	 1.3	 1.6	 2.0	 1.8	 2.5	 2.5	 1.3	 1.8	
to	test	new	approaches	in	developing	solutions	 2.5	 1.5	 1.7	 1.9	 0.8	 1.1	 2.0	 0.9	 1.8	 0.9	 2.3	 2.0	 0.3	 1.5	
to	increase	efficiency	of	a	service	 2.0	 0.1	 0.9	 1.8	 1.9	 0.7	 1.0	 0.4	 1.7	 1.7	 1.9	 2.0	 1.4	 1.3	
to	reduce	costs	of	delivering	a	service	 1.0	 -1.4	 -0.1	 0.7	 0.5	 0.1	 -0.4	 -0.7	 1.1	 0.8	 0.4	 1.5	 0.8	 0.3	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	Depicted	are	the	centred	mean	values	where	-3	equals	"not	important"	and	+3	"very	important".	
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Table	A.2.5	 Nature	of	relationship	(all	countries)	
















































































































CSOs	have	co-designed	a	service	 100%	 59%	 71%	 67%	 55%	 40%	 63%	 63%	 61%	 48%	 75%	 100%	 25%	 59%	
CSOs	are	implementing	a	service	 100%	 41%	 93%	 47%	 64%	 73%	 50%	 42%	 43%	 67%	 58%	 0%	 63%	 55%	
CSOs	have	initiated	a	service	that	we	took	on	
board	 50%	 29%	 64%	 13%	 45%	 13%	 50%	 21%	 28%	 33%	 25%	 0%	 25%	 30%	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	relative	frequencies	with	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	
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Table	A.2.6	 Institutional	contribution	to	collaboration	(all	countries)	
















































































































providing	know-how	 100%	 88%	 86%	 73%	 45%	 40%	 100%	 58%	 59%	 57%	 58%	 100%	 38%	 64%	
providing	funding	 50%	 71%	 86%	 20%	 64%	 80%	 50%	 63%	 54%	 19%	 42%	 50%	 63%	 54%	
providing	human	resources	 100%	 65%	 14%	 47%	 18%	 13%	 50%	 74%	 37%	 57%	 42%	 50%	 38%	 43%	
providing	in-kind	support	 50%	 35%	 29%	 13%	 36%	 27%	 25%	 16%	 28%	 43%	 50%	 100%	 25%	 31%	
helping	with	legislative	issues	 50%	 53%	 29%	 33%	 9%	 40%	 25%	 11%	 15%	 48%	 33%	 0%	 13%	 27%	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	relative	frequencies	with	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	
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Table	A.2.7	 Experience	with	collaboration	(all	countries)	






























































































































producing	a	good	service	 1.5	 1.3	 1.5	 0.9	 1.1	 1.6	 1.3	 1.2	 1.5	 1.1	 2.1	 1.5	 0.6	 1.3	
producing	a	service	in	a	new	and	innovative	way	 0.5	 1.4	 1.2	 0.9	 0.9	 0.8	 2.4	 0.1	 0.8	 1.4	 1.7	 0.5	 1.0	 1.0	
producing	a	service	in	cost-efficient	way	 1.0	 0.2	 1.0	 1.0	 0.5	 0.8	 0.3	 0.5	 1.3	 1.3	 1.5	 1.0	 0.5	 0.9	
producing	a	service	in	a	time-efficient	way	 2.0	 -1.0	 0.3	 0.7	 0.4	 0.7	 0.2	 -1.1	 0.9	 1.0	 1.7	 0.5	 0.0	 0.5	
producing	a	better	service	than	private	companies	 -0.5	 1.2	 0.2	 0.5	 0.6	 1.0	 -0.5	 -0.3	 0.4	 0.2	 1.7	 1.5	 -1.5	 0.4	
private	companies	provide	cheaper	service	 1.0	 -1.5	 -1.8	 -1.1	 -1.6	 -1.2	 -1.0	 -2.1	 -0.9	 -0.7	 -1.0	 -2.0	 -0.5	 -1.2	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	Depicted	are	the	centred	mean	values	where	-3	equals	"totally	disagree"	and	+3	"totally	agree".	
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Table	A.2.8	 Objectives	achieved	within	last	collaboration	(all	countries)	
















































































































All	or	most	of	the	objectives	have	been	achieved	 100%	 50%	 75%	 20%	 60%	 71%	 14%	 44%	 56%	 63%	 27%	 100%	 40%	 52%	
The	result	is	rather	mixed	 0%	 50%	 25%	 80%	 40%	 29%	 71%	 56%	 39%	 37%	 73%	 0%	 40%	 46%	
Only	few	or	none	of	the	objectives	have	been	
achieved	
0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 14%	 0%	 5%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 20%	 2%	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	relative	frequencies	with	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	
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Table	A.2.9	 Overall	evaluation	of	collaboration	(all	countries)	
















































































































Very	negative	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 2%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 1%	
Negative	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	 0%	
Neutral	 0%	 0%	 0%	 7%	 0%	 7%	 14%	 17%	 0%	 10%	 9%	 0%	 20%	 6%	
Positive	 100%	 47%	 83%	 93%	 80%	 67%	 43%	 50%	 57%	 71%	 64%	 100%	 60%	 65%	
Very	positive	 0%	 53%	 17%	 0%	 20%	 27%	 43%	 33%	 40%	 19%	 27%	 0%	 20%	 29%	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	relative	frequencies	with	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	
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Table	A.2.10	 Factors	for	a	successful	collaboration	(all	countries)	
























































































































trust	between	staff	and	CSO	 2.5	 2.8	 2.2	 2.2	 2.4	 1.8	 2.7	 2.1	 2.2	 2.2	 2.4	 3.0	 0.5	 2.2	
clearly	set	division	of	roles	and	labour	 3.0	 2.0	 1.6	 2.5	 2.6	 1.6	 1.6	 2.1	 2.2	 2.2	 2.2	 2.0	 1.5	 2.1	
open-minded	public	administration	staff	 3.0	 2.3	 1.9	 2.1	 2.1	 1.6	 2.4	 1.6	 2.1	 2.2	 2.0	 1.5	 1.5	 2.0	
clearly	defined	incentives	 2.5	 1.6	 1.3	 1.9	 1.6	 1.5	 2.4	 2.1	 1.9	 1.5	 1.9	 2.0	 1.5	 1.8	
open	public	administration	structures	 2.5	 1.9	 1.9	 1.7	 2.4	 1.0	 1.4	 1.4	 1.6	 1.7	 1.0	 2.5	 1.0	 1.6	
professionally	managed	CSO	 2.5	 -0.1	 1.6	 1.9	 2.2	 1.5	 1.7	 1.6	 1.4	 2.1	 1.7	 2.0	 1.5	 1.5	
favourable	law	supporting	collaboration	 2.5	 1.4	 0.3	 1.8	 2.5	 0.5	 0.2	 1.5	 1.8	 2.0	 1.6	 1.5	 1.5	 1.5	
previous	experience	in	cooperation	 2.5	 1.1	 1.4	 1.3	 1.2	 0.7	 1.4	 1.1	 1.3	 1.0	 1.7	 1.5	 1.0	 1.2	
personal	relationships	between	staff	and	CSO	 2.5	 1.3	 0.5	 0.7	 1.7	 1.4	 1.9	 1.8	 0.6	 1.0	 1.5	 1.5	 1.5	 1.1	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	Depicted	are	the	centred	mean	values	where	-3	equals	"not	important"	and	+3	"very	important".	
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Table	A.2.11	 Problems	within	collaboration	(all	countries)	



























































































































limited	public	resources	for	collaboration	with	CSO	 1.0	 0.4	 0.8	 1.5	 0.9	 0.0	 0.4	 -0.5	 1.9	 0.4	 0.6	 2.0	 -1.5	 0.8	
diverging	objectives	 -2.5	 0.0	 0.1	 0.3	 -0.3	 -0.4	 0.8	 -0.1	 0.6	 0.9	 -0.1	 -1.5	 -1.5	 0.2	
problems	in	communication	 -3.0	 0.4	 -0.1	 -0.4	 -0.4	 -0.5	 1.5	 -1.6	 0.3	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 -1.5	 -0.1	
unsteady	number	of	volunteers	 -2.5	 -0.8	 -0.9	 0.4	 -0.2	 -1.3	 0.0	 -0.5	 0.4	 -0.1	 0.1	 -1.5	 -1.5	 -0.2	
lack	of	transparency	in	the	CSO	 1.0	 -0.6	 -0.1	 0.4	 -1.8	 -1.0	 -0.2	 -1.4	 0.2	 0.3	 -0.5	 -1.0	 -1.5	 -0.3	
poorly	trained	staff	in	CSO	organization	 -2.5	 -0.9	 -1.0	 -0.7	 -0.6	 -1.0	 -0.9	 -1.0	 0.8	 -0.4	 -0.3	 -1.5	 -1.5	 -0.4	
poorly	trained	staff	in	public	organisation	 -1.0	 -0.4	 -0.9	 -0.5	 -1.5	 -1.1	 -0.6	 -1.7	 0.1	 0.0	 -0.3	 -1.5	 -1.5	 -0.5	
too	little	effort	from	the	CSO	 -2.5	 -0.9	 -1.2	 -0.6	 -1.8	 -1.6	 -0.6	 -1.0	 0.6	 -0.2	 -0.3	 -3.0	 -1.5	 -0.6	
interpersonal	conflicts	 -2.0	 -0.6	 -0.8	 -0.8	 -2.3	 -1.3	 -0.5	 -1.8	 -0.4	 -1.0	 -1.2	 -1.5	 -1.5	 -1.0	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	Depicted	are	the	centred	mean	values	where	-3.5	equals	"not	a	problem	at	all"	and	+3.5	"highly	problematic".	
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Table	A.2.12	 Crisis-effect	on	collaboration	(all	countries)	
















































































































fewer	financial	resources	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
		 Yes	 100%	 29%	 42%	 73%	 30%	 79%	 20%	 29%	 72%	 42%	 90%	 50%	 100%	 56%	
		 No	 0%	 14%	 8%	 13%	 20%	 7%	 40%	 21%	 13%	 11%	 0%	 50%	 0%	 13%	
		 No	effect	at	all	 0%	 57%	 50%	 13%	 50%	 14%	 40%	 50%	 15%	 47%	 10%	 0%	 0%	 31%	
more	collaboration	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
		 Yes	 0%	 14%	 17%	 40%	 20%	 29%	 40%	 21%	 23%	 5%	 20%	 0%	 0%	 21%	
		 No	 100%	 29%	 33%	 47%	 30%	 57%	 20%	 29%	 62%	 47%	 70%	 100%	 100%	 48%	
		 No	effect	at	all	 0%	 57%	 50%	 13%	 50%	 14%	 40%	 50%	 15%	 47%	 10%	 0%	 0%	 31%	
less	collaboration	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
		 Yes	 0%	 0%	 0%	 13%	 20%	 14%	 0%	 14%	 18%	 16%	 20%	 50%	 0%	 13%	
		 No	 100%	 43%	 50%	 73%	 30%	 71%	 60%	 36%	 67%	 37%	 70%	 50%	 100%	 56%	
		 No	effect	at	all	 0%	 57%	 50%	 13%	 50%	 14%	 40%	 50%	 15%	 47%	 10%	 0%	 0%	 31%	
less	time	to	invest	in	collaboration	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
		 Yes	 0%	 7%	 8%	 27%	 20%	 29%	 0%	 43%	 26%	 26%	 20%	 100%	 0%	 24%	
		 No	 100%	 36%	 42%	 60%	 30%	 57%	 60%	 7%	 59%	 26%	 70%	 0%	 100%	 46%	
		 No	effect	at	all	 0%	 57%	 50%	 13%	 50%	 14%	 40%	 50%	 15%	 47%	 10%	 0%	 0%	 31%	
		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Source:	SOLIDUS	Online	Survey	2017,	own	calculations,	relative	frequencies	with	only	valid	cases,	number	of	cases	in	parenthesis.	
